 in memory of Prof. Dr. Sencer ŞAHİN
I. Prepositions and Articles
Prepositions in the SP, esp. διά, εἰς, ἐπί, and the articles employed provide some hints with regard to the courses of these roads. What is clear in the whole text of the SP is that the settlements never have articles, as is typical in Greek. The articles can be seen in different cases, and relate to natural formations, mountain names, the names of regions etc. I will begin with the function of prepositions and firstly with διά.
2 That the function of this preposition in the SP in most cases is related to the territorial issues has already been noted. 3 For the purpose of the present study, this matter is further elaborated.
An important feature of the SP is that the roads are given mostly between adjacent settlements. This is not only due to the geographical situation, but is also related to the fact that each road led only through the territories of the settlements that are associated with it. This can be inferred from the roads which include more settlement names, in addition to the origin and the destination. In such cases, the SP uses the preposition διά + "settlement name" in the genitive case without article 4 , highlighting that the road passed through the land of another settlement. This information about territorial passes would not have been provided in a random manner, but might have been associated with crossing borders.
5 Though I cannot completely reject the suggestion that this information might have been given because there were other routes or because those roads were (re)built by Claudius, 6 I believe rather that the information actually points towards the territories of autonomous settlements. 7 This situation might help us, if only partially, in determining the territories of 1 Lex. Corn. Schrev., p. 51, s.v. Iter; Nov. Lex. Man., s.v. Iter. 2 For the use of διά see Harrison 1858, 187-192 (esp. 189-190) and 195; for its use in earlier sources, see Luraghi 2003, 168-187 and Luraghi 2012, 367-374. 3 For general statements see Onur -Alkan 2011, 69; Şahin 2014, 25 . 4 Şahin mentions the situation for R 25, see Şahin -Adak 2007, 176; Şahin 2014, 211 and R 52 (Şahin 2014, 332. 5 There were certain rules for the goods to pass through the customs and there were pass points for traders on the borders between cities, for more information see IKaunos pp. 214-215; Takmer 2007, 172 and 176. 6 Salway 2007, 202 : "More importantly, this information also no doubt served to distinguish, where alternative routes existed, which road had been (re)built by Claudius." 7 Zimmermann (1992, 141) considers the existence of local demoi and local cult traditions in central Lycia a form of partial independence. For further information on status of settlements see Schuler 1998, 17-32 (polis) , 41-45 (demos) ve 45-49 (peripolion) . Balboura (leading) to Kibyra (passing) through (the territory of) Trimilinda: 136 stadia.
Trimilinda was an autonomous settlement and the road did not pass through the centre of the settlement, but through its peripheral territory. This road must have passed through Dirmil/ Altınyay-la 8 , and this region was probably in the territory of a settlement called Trimilinda, from which the name Dirmil should have derived, at least by the time of Claudius. It is accepted by Kokkinia that the territory of Boubon extended at least 5-6 km to the east and southwest, and 7 km to northnorthwest. 9 Bean reports a settlement 1,5 km east of Dirmil/Altınyayla and 6 km north of Balboura, 12 km east of Boubon, stating that it was a dependency of Balboura, not of Boubon, as is also accepted by Robert and Kokkinia. 10 Two inscriptions on the road between Boubon and this settlement mention market inspectors (ἀγορανόμοι) from Boubon, who fulfilled dedications to Ares as they had promised to their city. 11 The evidence seems to suggest that the area where these two inscriptions were found and perhaps the ancient settlement near Dirmil might have been within the territory of Boubon. In the website of "Survey results in Boubon (Cibyratis, northern Lycia)" doubts are exposed that Dirmil/Altınyayla was in the territory of Boubon 12 , as is accepted by Coulton who placed Dirmil/Altınyayla the north-eastern points within the territory of Boubon. 13 The ruins mentioned by Bean might have been Trimilinda. If not, then it means that there was another autonomous settlement named Trimilinda having territory around Dirmil as a region on the way from Balboura to Kibyra. Dirmil might indeed have been within the territory of Boubon, as Coulton suggests (see fn. 13), which might also cause to think that Trimilinda was perhaps Boubon. This could also be the possible explanation for the absence of Boubon, as one of the poleis of Lycia, which would otherwise be expected to have been listed. Such a case is probable only if Boubon was also called "Trimilinda" 14 at least by the time of Claudius (perhaps similar to the use Korykos instead of Olympos 15 ). But apart from this evocative mention in the SP, unfortunately, there is no evidence to support such a hypothesis. Another possibility might be the settlement by the north-eastern shores 4. Kandyba R 55 (side C, l.17 Kandyba has been localized to Çataloluk, between Dereköy near Phellos and Sütleğen near Neisa. Considering that the destination has been restored, it seems possible that another settlement might have also been recorded here, perhaps even the port of Antiphellos (see below pp. 106-108). R 62-63: side C, l.24-25) 
Rhodiapolis and Madamyssos
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This is a single road starting from Korydalla and ending in Akalissos, as also implied by Rinner, 26 which passed through the peripheral territories of Rhodiapolis and Madamyssos, without entering these settlements. Even if the statement is to be divided, it would end up not with two routes but with three: 1. Korydalla -Rhodiapolis, 2. Rhodiapolis -Madamyssos, 3. Madamyssos -Akalissos. We would then have to divide all the other roads with διά into two as well. If the roads had entered into the settlements prepositioned with διά, they would not have been shown in the middle of the course of the road but as the destinations. Şahin 2014, 396-397 ; see also below fn. 67. 25 Şahin -Adak, 2007, 41 and 270-272 (STR 62-63) ; Şahin 2013, 47 and 394-397 (GZR 62-63) . 26 Rinner 2009b, 222 with Map VIII.4 and 224-225 with Map VIII.5. Gephyra 13, 2016, 89-118 The nature of the Masikytos in this part could not be fully identified.
27 I think that it cannot be a name for a settlement and should be either the name of the mountain or of a part of it. If it is the name of the mountain, then we should understand the phrase as διὰ τοῦ Μασικύτου (ὄρους), as in Ptolemaios the forms of the same construction can be observed as διὰ τοῦ Μασικύτου ὄρους (5.3.1.4-5), πρὸς δὲ τῷ Μασικύτει ὄρει (5.3.6.1), with the obscurity of the gender and declension of Masikytos. The reason for the use of Masikytos only for this road in the SP might be that this road, unlike the others, was constructed to a height of 900 m above sea level with many zigzags as a major work 28 or, that in antiquity the name of Masikytos was actually used only for a certain section at the south of the Beydağları mountain range 29 . In this section, there was probably either a very poor connection or there was none. This is the very place where the Lycians expressed their gratitude for the Roman construction of the road through the erection of the Claudian monument on Bonda.
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These examples clearly show the difference in the use of the articles, which can also be supported by other uses in the SP. The names of regions were always used together with the article: Κόδοπα τῆς Μυλιάδος (B, l.37), Ἀτταλεία τῆς Παμφυλίας (C, l.8), ἐν τῆι Ἀσίαι (C, l.28), ἐν τῶι Ἐπικαλ... (C, l.29) and Κόσαρα τῆς Μναρικῆς (C, l.11; l.14; but without the article in l.5 and without region in l.6, probably due to the concern to fit the lines into the space). Another epigraphic example of this kind of use can be observed in a decree regulating the transportation issues from Myra to Limyra and the precautions against smuggling. 31 A section of the inscription reads ... ἀπὸ τῆς Δασ[εί]ας μήτε ἀπὸ τοῦ στόματος τῆς λίμνης ἢ ἀπὸ Ἀνδριακῆς. Here Andriake, being the port of Myra, does not have 27 Şahin questions that "through Masikytos" was used only for this road, since many roads in central and eastern Lycia also passed the Mount of Masikytos; he believes this name in the SP might have also belonged to a settlement homonymous with the mountain, referring to the example from Strabon who says ὁ Κράγος, ἔχων ἄκρας ὀκτὼ καὶ πόλιν ὁμώνυμον (14.3.5.3: Kragos, having eight peaks and a polis homonymous), Şahin -Adak 2007, 265; Şahin 2014, 383-384. 28 See also Şahin -Adak 2007, 263; Şahin 2011, 55-56; Şahin 2014, 380; cf. Mittenhuber 2009b, 50. 29 30 For the details of the monument and its inscription see Marksteiner -Wörrle 2002; Marksteiner thinks that there was already a partial pre-Roman road connection in that area, but he emphasizes that the road on the western slope has an homogeneous character respresenting a complete new Claudian construction or a massive work of renovation (Marksteiner -Wörrle 2002, 553) . an article, while Daseia and the "mouth of the lagoon" have one, so Daseia stood here as a natural formation or regional name, as was already concluded in a recent contribution 32 based mainly upon the geographical features of the region.
Next, I shall briefly discuss the preposition 'εἰς', which not only precedes the destinations, but also contrasts in meaning with διά. If the situation for διά is as explained above, then 'εἰς' should mean that the distance given for the roads were measured until the settlement itself, at least to the entrance gates or to a nearby the town-zone where usually the measurement and array of milestones started in conformity with Roman tradition. There are examples reflecting this situation. For instance, a Trajanic milestone in Cyrenaica in north Africa, erected as the first milestone on the road from Kyrene to Apollonia to the north, shows that the zero point of the distance is somewhere in the city centre, as 1 MP (ca. 1480 m) is the distance between the two points. This zero-point was also proved by a Hadrianic milestone (on which one reads 1 MP) on the road between Kyrene and Balagrae to the south. 33 The Lincoln milestone (RIB 2241) in Britain is also considered as evidence that measurements were taken from town centres, though there are doubts as to whether it actually stood in its current place in antiquity. 34 Rodwell, in the conclusion of the survey on the British section of the Antonine Itinerary, reported that the routes in the Antonine Itinerary started or ended in a point that was in or at the edge of the town-zones (of which the widths vary depending on the settlement and the epoch), not in the centre of the settlement. 35 He also states the following for the town-zones of the settlements in Britain (p. 98): "... it remains to consider the nature of the townzone itself. In the case of civitas -capitals and towns of lesser status only the immediate environs (principally cemeteries and probably extra-mural industrial areas) are included. Hence, it is simplest to regard the boundary revealed by the itinera as the junction between town lands (under civic control) and the countryside (composed of private farms and estates). The extent of the town-zone was clearly related to the size and status of the settlement which it surrounded ...". Rivet and Jackson believe that measurements should have started from city centres. 36 As another example, the distances mentioned in the miliarium aureum (golden milestone), which was erected by Augustus in the Forum in Rome, started from the city gates in the direction of the destinations. 37 Van Tilburg refers to a statement in Plin. NH 3.66 (... a miliario in capite Romani fori statuto ad singulas portas...) to support this view. 38 Another miliarium (called milion), which had the same purpose, was constructed by Constantinus in Constantinople. 39 The milestone found in the Church of St. Nicholas in Myra 40 was probably moved from one of the roads 41 and it might even have stood in a point, near to where the road to the west started. Furthermore, an unpublished Tetrarchic milestone from 32 Şahin 2011, 58; cf. Marksteiner -Wörrle 2002, 561. 33 Goodchild 1950, 83-84 and Fig. 1. 34 Rodwell 1975, 77 and 86-87. 35 Rodwell 1975, 76-79 and 97-98. 36 Rivet -Jackson 1970, 38-39. 37 DRGA 762-763, s.v. Milliare; Platner 1929, 342, s.v. Milliarium Aureum. 38 Van Tilburg 2007, 20. 39 Cedr. 1.564; Suda mu.1065; Parastaseis 16. 40 Takmer 2004, 109. 41 Şahin 2014 Şahin , 118. Gephyra 13, 2016 Rhodiapolis stands in situ by the gate at the eastern exit of the city. Mittenhuber considered city gates as starting and ending points for the SP, but since the city gates of the settlements cannot be defined precisely, their team usually used agoras and sometimes theatres or even a general point depending on the definability of the settlement, as benchmarks in the measurement between settlements on the GIS. 42 A recent survey on the road between Xanthos and Neisa in the SP showed that measurements seems to have been between the borders of town-zones 43 , instead of the very centre of the settlement, similar to Rodwell's conclusion above.
It should be noted that in R 48, from Onobara to 'sea' (ἀπὸ Ὀνοβάρων ἐπὶ θάλασσαν), the word θά-λασσα was not preceded by the article and εἰς, the very first meaning of which is "to; into; within" 44 , but only by ἐπί meaning "upon, on to; to; up to, as far as; towards" with the accusative case in motional use. 45 The absence of an article could have meant that θάλασσα was actually a place name, but the use of ἐπί shows the road was "up to" the sea, similar to the other use of ἐπί (though it is restored by the editor) in R 42, that limits the road construction to 32 stadia between Idebessos and Kitanaura of the Termessians. If θάλασσα had been the name of a settlement or of a port, it would probably have been preceded by εἰς instead of ἐπί, just like Telmessos, Patara, Gagai, Korykos and maybe Kalabatia (see below pp. 106-109). Then we would expect that it was autonomous. The commonness of the use without article can be seen from a search in the TLG database that provides a 60% rate for ἐπὶ θάλασσαν/θάλατταν while the remaining 40% of total was for ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασ-σαν/θάλατταν. Şahin tends not to accept that θάλασσα was a harbour settlement due to the difficulties in locating certain territorial and geographical areas around the shores near Onobara. 46 There was therefore, perhaps a connection to another road on the coast, 47 e. g. from Phaselis to Attaleia.
The semantic difference in the use of εἰς (for ports/harbours) and ἐπί (for landmarks) in ancient Greek periploi (maritime itineraries) can also be observed. For example, a part from the Lycian section of the SMM (235-238) reads:
Ἀπὸ Şahin -Adak 2007, 237-238; Şahin 2014, 320-321. 47 Şahin -Adak 2007, 237-238; Salway 2007, 200; Şahin 2009, 104 fn. 14; Şahin 2014, 321. 48 McNicoll -Winikoff 1983, 320-321. was received with scepticism, due to the tower's situation, which was too far from the sea to be a station in a maritime itinerary. 49 The recent suggestion that Ision Tower may be sought in Gök Burnu has problems in terms of distances, though the distance in the SMM is considered an exaggeration. 50 The distance in the SMM from Limyros Potamos to the Ision Tower is 60 stadia, namely ca. 11-12 km, but the distance from Limyros to Gök Burnu is ca. 5 km. Even if it is accepted, then another problem occurs. The distance between Gök Burnu and Andriake is not less than 20 km, while the distance between the Ision Tower and Andriake, according to the SMM, is 60 stadia (ca.11-12 km). In the Roman Era the lagoon in Beymelek was mentioned only as στόμα τῆς λίμνης in an inscription (see references in above fn. 31), and it may have been named Symbolon in the life of Saint Nicholas of Sion in the 6 th century A.D. 51 But if in earlier times the port in Beymelek (by the lagoon) was called "Ision Tower" perhaps after the Hellenistic tower at Yukarı Beymelek or from a tower that formerly marked the entrance to, or stood beside the lagoon, this localisation conforms with both the distance and the sense of εἰς in the SMM.
II. The Distances and Settlements
It is accepted that the list given in the SP does not serve any practical use for journeying. 52 Since the SP is to be taken as an official report of the measurement of the roads, it must be expected that the information on it is accurate. 53 The SP gives a list of roads and their lengths, but the sum of these distances does not represent the total length of the entire construction since the roads coincide in many places. 54 We cannot deduce the length of the entire road-system, if we disregard the slim possibility that this total distance was inscribed on one of the lost blocks as yet undiscovered. We should expect the individual road lengths given in the inscription to be accurate, since the preface of the road list specifically draws attention to the question of measurement at the top of side B: ... ὁδοὺς .... ἐποίησεν ... ὧν ἐστιν μέτρον τὸ ὑπογεγραμμένον, namely "... made roads, the length of which has been written below...". Salway tries to find another sense than that which the SP recorded and re-constructed 30 routes (itinera) from this road list on the monument. 55 The verb ποιέω used for ὁδούς presents us with a generalized meaning. However, we can see, that this subsumed the meaning of "construction", as is indicated by the word κατεσκεύασται given for the road from Idebessos to Kitanaura in side C, line 5. The phrase "κατασκευὴ τῶν ὁδῶν" also appears in the inscrip- 49 Zimmermann 1992, 99 fn. 187; Hellenkemper -Hild, 2004, 573, s.v Şahin -Adak 2007, 14; Rinner (2009b, 212, 243, 248-249) emphasizes the absence of connections between some places, e. g. Lesei... and Idebessos, and this makes the SP unsuitable as an itinerary for planning a journey; Şahin 2014, 19; cf. Işık -İşkan -Çevik 2001 , 30. 53 Mittenhuber 2009a For example, there are roads to Tlos from Xanthos, Pinara, Kadyanda and Araxa. They are not independent of each other. The roads should have joined somewhere near the Xanthos River, then leading to Tlos in a single road (Şahin 2014, 25) ; For the intersections in the Xanthos Valley see Rinner 2009a and Rinner 2009b, 226-227 and Map VIII.6 . 55 Salway 2007, 198-199 58 Biagi is right in highlighting the work of measurement. But her work omits certain sources and the latest developments in the history and geography of Lycia. Since she did not have the opportunity to consult Şahin -Adak 2007 (see Biagi's fn.1: "non vidi"), this has also led to certain omissions. The part of the "nouvelle province de Lycie-Pamphylie" of the title of her contribution shows that she still holds to the old communis opinio about the double province, but the Stadiasmus itself directly shows that the new province contained only Lycia. While she interprets the phrase "ὁδοὺς ... ἐποίησεν" not as an actual road construction and says "si le stadiasmos de Patara claironne la «construction» des voies par Claude, c'est dans le sens de l'appropriation par le pouvoir romain d'un certain nombre de voies, de l' organisation romaine du réseau, et ce dès l' incorporation de la Lycie à l'empire." (p. 306), she does not mention the phrase "περὶ τῆς κατασκευῆς τῶν ὁδῶν" in the Claudian monument of Bonda (see fn. 30), that shows there was also actual road construction or major restoration. 59 Polla and Rinner also concluded that not all the roads were newly constructed. 60 Lebreton rightly argues that the road construction for the whole country could not have been completed within the period between the annexation in 43 A.D. and the erection of the SP in 46 A.D. 61 Rousset considers that even without actual construction, the measurement of the roads was sufficient to symbolize Roman power and annexation, and that the list in the SP was actually based upon the existing Lycian road network, and includes development, rehabilitation and construction. 62 The construction of some roads originally for military requirements 63 during the annexation may be observable on some important routes, such as Tlos -Kastabara -Choma and Xanthos -Neisa -Choma (both reaching to the Mylias), and Myra -Limyra. These roads were constructed on a shallow incline and were wide enough for carts, notably in the steep sections.
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The roads in the SP have almost exact distances, for which there need to be defined places or points to begin and to end (see the discussion above pp. 95-96 on εἰς). It should also be noted that almost 57 Polla -Rinner 2009, 85-86; Şahin 2014, 23, 25, 111; Işık -İşkan -Çevik 2001, 28-29 and 50. 58 Biagi 2008, 306-307. 59 Marksteiner -Wörrle 2002, 553 and 561 fn. 58. 60 Polla -Rinner 2009, 85-86. 61 Lebreton 2010, 67-74. 62 Rousset 2013, 68-70. 63 Şahin -Adak 2007, 17; Şahin 2009, 104-105 (for the road from Sidyma to [Kalabatia]); Şahin 2014, 16. 64 The massive road construction in the steep slopes to the east of Tlos have been investigated by our field survey team, see the relevant report in Akyürek Şahin et al. 2016 ; The mountainous road from Xanthos to Neisa has recently been investigated, see the second article by the author in this volume; for the road between Myra and Limyra see , Şahin 2011 and Şahin 2014 all of the surviving numbers of lengths recorded are divisible by eight as integers, as a stadion is one eighth of a Roman mile, including the length of the road from Pinara to Telmessos, which is corrected by the editor from 177 on the stone to 176 65 . Two examples, if divided by eight, do not give integers, but can be resolved into half miles. These are the roads from Tlos to Telmessos (188/8 = 23,5 MP) and from Kadyanda to Araksa (108/8 = 13,5 MP). So even though the actual measurements were completed for each road, the actual lengths recorded were then rounded to form integers or halves, as the Roman surveyors worked in whole or and half miles 66 . Accordingly, the distances recorded in the list might be a little more, or a little less, than the actual length of the road itself, given that the recorded distance has been either rounded up or down. Şahin's proposal on this matter is that measuring did not start or end always in the settlements, but measuring points might have been in some cases the mansiones, which would be aligned with the settlements, on the main roads. 67 This can be applied for some sources, like e.g. Tabula Peutingeriana.
However, while it is certain that there were secondary roads extending from the main roads to the settlements, I think that it is more difficult to prove this for the SP than to suppose that the distances were actually indicative of a measurement between the settlements themselves. What I actually understand from the statements of the SP is more precise. For instance, when the SP says ἀπὸ Φελλοῦ εἰς Κυανέας στάδια (R 56), it should actually imply that the road starting from Phellos will end in Kyaneai after stadia, not at a point outside the city, such as in a plain. 68 This suggested practice, which does not seem to fit with the purpose of the SP, would have the result that all the distances given positively on the monument are unverifiable. I will try to explain this through using the same examples, namely the roads between Phellos, Kyaneai and Myra (RTs 56-57). Şahin (2014, 123) .
There were probably two roads to Kyaneai near the place called Nadarlar, to where R 56 came in a single road from Phellos. The transit road, that is also a main road, leads through the Yavu plain to the south of Kyaneai. But the statement in the SP "from Phellos to Kyaneai" cannot be applied to this transit road, since it does not lead to Kyaneai but somewhere in the plain in its close territory. Gephyra 13, 2016, 89-118 Although there is a shortcut that connected the road on plain and city centre, climbing up to the southern necropolis of Kyaneai, and Kolb emphasizes its importance in the Classical period, 69 the main access to the city in the imperial period should have been from its northern and eastern sides. There was certainly a road through the Yavu plain, but this was not for those who came from west and went to Kyaneai. The road measured in the SP was probably the modern secondary road, on which the remains of the old road can still be seen near Köte. Traces of a shorter road are also still visible amongst several rock cut tombs between Kyaneai and Nadarlar, starting 60-70 m east of the theatre of Kyaneai. Similarly, the measurement from Kyaneai and Myra should have started from the eastern exit of Kyaneai, where there is a well preserved Roman road amongst the Roman sarcophagi and probably provided the most comfortable access to Kyaneai from the east. 70 This resembles the case of the road from Patara to Phellos on the mountain (R 54).
71 If the road between Phellos and Kyaneai had passed through the plain south of the latter polis, Kyaneai would not have been mentioned as the destination in R 56 but διά would have been employed to state that the road passed through the peripheral territory of Kyaneai, with Myra as the destination. There is a similar situation on the road between Korydalla and Akalissos mentioned above (see p. 93, no. 5). In terms of geography, this road must obviously have passed through the Alakır Valley in a place close to Rhodiapolis. According to the theory of mansiones, we should have had a road from Korydalla to Rhodiapolis (see above p. 93) represented by a mansio on the main road. But this is not the case. The SP gives no information about any road from Korydalla to Rhodiapolis. Furthermore, I think it is unlikely that the measurement in Rs 56-57 was carried out through the Yavu plain for the benefit of those who wished to go to Myra without going into Kyaneai, because the list did not serve as an itinerary, but was a presentation of the inventory of the roads measured and built/renovated if necessary (see above p. 97), in the form of a public notice, e. g. a γνῶσις/notitia. In other words, the SP merely records the roads and their measurements and is not intended as a guide for travellers. We had reported that Schuler, who accepts that Köybaşı lay within the territory of Patara, 72 is wrong to state that if the ancient road from Xanthos to Neisa passed through the Alacaışık pass by Köybaşı, then the affiliation of Köybaşı cannot be with Patara, since this road should have led only 69 Kolb 1995, 247. 70 Kolb 1995, 247; Kolb 2008, 185; Hülden 2010, 185-186; Onur -Oktan 2013, 100. 71 For the details of R 54 see Onur -Alkan 2011. 72 Schuler 2010, 81. through the territories of Xanthos and Neisa. 73 But accepting that the road between Xanthos and Neisa passed through the Alacaışık pass raises other questions, especially regarding the modern distance, which exceeds the distance recorded in the SP by about 10 km.
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III. The Status and Territories of the Settlements
Before proceeding to the status of settlements mentioned in the SP, it is useful to mention the relationship between the regions of Oktapolis, Mnara and Mylias in Lycia, and Pamphylia and Asia outside Lycia and some of the settlements named in the SP. It has been suggested that this practice was intended to prevent confusion with other homonymous settlements.
75 But I do not think such a confusion would really be possible, since the list already claims that roads were constructed καθ' ὅλην Λυκίαν, and no one would really suspect that Kodopa, for example, which was positioned on a road from Khoma leading to Akarassos, could be other than the Lycian Kodopa. The association of Kodopa with Mylias might mean that the road network reached Mylias by the road from Khoma to Kodopa. In the following road, Kodopa is given by itself. Next, the same applies for the road from Kalynda to Lyrnas, the latter tied with Oktapolis. Again in the following road, Lyrnas is given alone. The case of Kosara with Mnarike -possessive (ktetikon) form from Mnara 76 -is more complicated. Kosara is first mentioned after the road from Idebessos to Kitanaura of the Termessians (see p. 102), and it is associated with Mnarike. On the following road Kosara is named on its own. Then after the road from Onobara to the "sea", the SP returns to the region of Mnarike, which is given again with Kosara's second occurrence. In the same manner, Kosara's third occurrence on face C l. 14 is after Pygela, which was probably not in Mnarike. The SP again supplies the information that Mnarike was attached to Kosara, perhaps because the road network of the SP is back in Mnarike. However, I cannot say that this was the intention of the SP, and it seems that this case remains obscure, until it is clarified by new evidence. The case of Attaleia which was associated with Pamphylia (ἀπὸ Τραβέννων εἰ 77 This section records some activity between Kibyra and Laodikeia, which cannot be clearly defined due to the illegibility of the relevant section of the inscription.
A. The Cities outside Lycia in the SP
Four cities lying beyond the borders of Lycia are recorded in the SP, although one of them (Kaunos) is dubious. Two of these were recorded without affiliation: Kaunos and Termessos, in the lat- 73 Şahin 2010a, 141-144; Onur -Alkan 2011, 67 with fn. 5. and 69. 74 A subject that has been investigated by the author, see in this volume Onur 2016. 75 Şahin 2014, 174 and fn. 255 (for Lyrnai of Oktapolis); 223 (for Kodopa of Mylias); cf. Salway 2007, 203 and Rousset 2013, 72 . It is implied that the regional information of Kodopa (in Mylias) was given to describe the settlement geographically in the correct region (Şahin 2014, 223) . A homonymous settlement in Kilikia was shown as an example (Şahin 2014, 229 and fn. 462c) . 76 For Mnara see Tüner 2002, 68-70. 77 For more on the matter see Şahin -Adak 2007, 290-294; Şahin 2014 Şahin , 422-428. Gephyra 13, 2016 ter case taking the form of the reference to Kitanaura as a settlement or colony belonging to Termessos; the other two are Kibyra in Asia and Attaleia in Pamphylia.
For the case of Termessos, the section C l.3-9 is as follows: What we can directly deduce from this section is that Kitanaura in l. 3-4 belonged to the Termessians (not a regional attribution like the others, but an ethnicon) by the time of the SP, while the other mentions of Kitanaura (l.5 and l.12 on Face C) do not mention Termessos. But I think it is not so easy to conclude that the places located to the north of Kitanaura also belonged to the Termessians. 78 Kitanaura might have been a detached colony in the south, similar to the settlement of the Termessians at Oinoanda 79 . Most of the area between Termessos in Pisidia, Oinoanda and Kitanaura might have belonged to the Termessians 80 , and perhaps to Isinda (near Korkuteli), whose political status is not clear by the reign of Claudius, provided that Termessos/Oinoanda remained in Lycia in the imperial period. However, Kosara, Typallia, Trebenna and Onobara should have been out of the Termessian zone by the time of the SP, since this is contrary to the claim of the SP that Claudius furnished all of Lycia with roads, as phrased in the beginning as: "ὁδοὺς καθ' ὅ[λην Λυ]κίαν ἐποίησεν". Lycia has two neighbouring provinces, Asia and Galatia, and probably one autonomous power -Termessos. The representation of Kitanaura as belonging to the Termessians in the SP in-78 Şahin -Adak 2007, 218, 230-232; Şahin 2014, 297, 313-314. 79 According to Coulton (1982, 127-129) , there were two communities sharing the public affairs in one city. The Oinoandeans dealt with the buildings and cemeteries while the Termessians at Oinoanda, the full official title of the citizen body defining themselves as the successors of the colonists from Termessos in Pisidia, were responsible for honorific statues, official correspondence and coinage. The city of Oinoanda, beside Oinoandans, contained a distinct community of Termessians (cf. Wörrle 1988, 45-53; Milner -Eilers 1995, 85; Milner -Eilers 2006, 66) ; But Rousset (2010, (87) (88) finds improbable to consider Termessians near Oinoanda and Oinoandeans as two different communities, indicating that Oinoanda appears as a name of region near Termessians inhabited İncealiler, not as a city, in the earliest sources and that the city of Termessians near Oinoanda was the ruins above İncealiler; In his recent contribution, Gander (2014, 393-402) expresses that Oinoanda was a name already existed in the region, but not for a city, prior to the arrival of Termessians, also emphasizing the absence of archaeological material dating before late 3 rd /early 2 nd century amongst the ruins in İncealiler. Then he proposes that the region around Ören, where the city of Araxa was localized, was probably Wiyanawanda (Hit.) /Winbēte (Lyk.)/Oinoanda, which might have been re-named as Araxa with the Persian period.
dicates the autonomy of the latter, recognized both by Roman authorities and the Lycians during the reign of Claudius. 81 Otherwise Kitanaura would not have been shown as attached to Termessos. If Kosara, Typallia, Trebenna and Onobara were in Termessian territory, it would mean that the Lycian network listed in the SP first entered the area controlled by Termessos, before it was connected to Galatia through the road leading to Attaleia of Pamphylia.
In the cases of Kaunos (see below), Kibyra, 82 and Attaleia in the SP, the road network does not continue once it passes beyond the border of Lycia and the road network does not lead to another provincial or municipal territory (but see above p. 101 for the explanation for the mention of Laodikeia in the SP). Furthermore, Kibyra, Attaleia and perhaps Kaunos were already under Roman dominion, while Kitanaura belonged to the Termessians. Perhaps Kitanaura was the easternmost settlement at the very edge of the Termessian zone in the region, after which there were no further lands belonging to Termessos. The territory of Termessos was probably the reason why no connection was given between Akarassos or Soklai in Milyas of Lycia and Trebenna in the SP, despite the existence of fortresses such as Gilevgi and Ovacık, 83 indicating the existence of important roads. A Claudian inscription found in Müğren (close to Gilevgi and Ovacık) showed that there was a frontier problem (ἀμφισβήτησις) between Lycia and Termessos, 84 clearly indicating the recognition of the autonomy of Termessos both by the Lycians and Romans. Şahin, comparing the phrases of περὶ τῆς 81 Termessos ensured its independence, which it lost during First Mithridatic War (89-85 B.C.), in 72 (or 68) B.C. with Lex Antonia de Termessibus (CIL 1 2 , 2, 589). For details see Mattingly 1997, and also Arslan 2007, 184 and fns. 835-836; 254-255. Nollé (1996, 25) thinks that Kitanaura, which he localizes in Saraycık, came under the rule of Termessos by that time, after the campaigns of Isauricus, cf. İplikçioğlu 1999, 310 Mitchell 1995, 102-103. Çevik and Pimouguet-Pédarros think that the Heroon in Kitanaura dates to a time between the 1 st century B.C. and the 1 st century A.D. They report that the political status of the city is not clear at the time when the heroon was built (Çevik -Pimouguet-Pédarros 2013, 288) . But the inscription of the heroon, reading τῷ τοῦ κυρίου Καίσαρος ταμείῳ ✳ μ(ύρια) ͵βφʹ / to the treasury of (our) master Caesar 2500 denaria, clearly shows that it was constructed at a time when Kitanaura was in fact under Roman jurisdiction. So the heroon cannot be dated to before the middle of the 1 st century A.D., since the SP gives the latest attestation as to when Kitanaura was within Termessian land. 94 Takmer asserted that the appearance of Kaunos in the customs inscription of Andriake is evidence for the inclusion of Kaunos in the new province of Lycia.
95 I cannot say more on that since the exact context of the mention of Kaunos is not elaborated upon in the preliminary report. Marek rejected Şahin's opinion and reported that Kaunos was included in the new province of Lycia on the basis of several inscriptions, 96 amongst which only the SP and the customs inscription of Andriake can be used as contemporary evidence for the provincia Lycia (all the other inscriptions he gives are from the Flavian period or later). With respect to the SP, he basically claimed that Kaunos was in Lycia by the time of Claudius, because it was given with no affiliation in the list, while Attaleia was shown as "of Pamphylia" and Kibyra was associated with Asia (as he had already stressed in IKaunos, 101). On the one hand, Marek is right to say that "Man muß bei den antiken geographischen Namen unterscheiden, ob sie sich auf landschaftliche oder politische Einheiten beziehen" (p. 57), on the other hand he creates confusion 85 Mitchell 2005 , 169, l. 69 (AE 2005 , no. 1487 = SEG LV 1452 .
86 Adak -Şahin 2004, 69; Şahin 2010b, 156 : "In dieser Eigenschaft ist dieser Bergstock nicht nur eine Trennlinie zwischen den beiden Poljen, sondern auch eine natürliche Grenze zwischen Lykien und Asien, so daß die westlich gelegene Polje in Lykien, die östliche aber in Asien blieb." But according to the evidence, it is the border between Lycia and autonomous Termessos, not Asia, at least by the time of Claudius; cf. Şahin 2014, 221-223 . 87 Mitchell 2005, 215 and 221. 88 Mitchell 1995 = SEG 44, 1113 89 İplikçioğlu -Çelgin -Çelgin 2001, 242-244; SEG 51, 1838 SEG 51, -1839 Onur 2005, 9 , fn. 33. 90 Heberdey -Kalinka 1897, 37 no. 47; İplikçioğlu -Çelgin -Çelgin (n.d.), nos. 32-39; Onur 2005, 9, fn. 26. 91 IKaunos, 101, [188] [189] 92 Bean 1954, 87-105 no. 38; IKaunos, 175-221 no. 35. 93 For this Lyciarch see Reitzenstein 2011, 182-183, no. 28 . 94 Şahin -Adak 2007, 93 and 291; Şahin 2014, 423. 95 Takmer 2007, 173 . 96 Marek 2011. Gephyra 13, 2016, 89-118 λιμήν was at Kaş or Limanağzı/Bayındır Limanı (Sebeda?). 112 The funerary inscriptions from the Roman imperial period around Asar Tepesi, Asar Gediği Tepesi, Bayındır and also Fakdere and Üzüm iskelesi on the southern shore indicate the control of Phellos over these territories. 113 Accordingly the Φέλλος λιμήν mentioned by Skylax might be today's Bayındır Limanı, which is much more practical and more convenient for sailing ships while Bucak Limanı was probably only suitable for small vessels and was dangerous for large sailing ships. 114 Nevertheless, according to a bilingual funerary inscription mentioning the owner as an Ἀντιφελλίτης (TAM I 56), Antiphellos may have been an independent settlement in 4 th century B.C. Although we do not know its exact status in the early imperial period, inscriptions indicate that Antiphellos was independent at least from the 2 nd century A.D. onwards. 115 Bean thinks Antiphellos was a small settlement in the preHellenistic period.
116 Furthermore, the coins from Antiphellos show its independence in the Hellenistic period.
117 Alexandros Polyhistor (FHG Frg. 78-80 l.12) and Alexandros Polykharmos show both Phellos and Antiphellos as poleis of Lycia in the 2 nd century B.C. Also in a Hellenistic inscription from Kos a certain Menophilos is shown as a citizen of Antiphellos.
118 Zimmermann mentions its development following its separation from Phellos, indicating its buildings including a theatre, bouleuterion, agora and necropolis that reflect its urban expansion during the Hellenistic Period. 119 According to Bean following some later geographers (whom he does not cite), Antiphellos was the most important city in the area. any case, the absence of a connection to Antiphellos in the SP cannot be satisfactorily explained in the present state of evidence. This apparently requires some further research or we have to wait till the missing block, on which the destinations of the two roads from Phellos, one of which may have ended at Antiphellos, were recorded, is found at Patara.
Kalaba(n)tia is actually restored as the destination from Sidyma in R 3 of the SP, and is considered an exception by the editor princeps, who hypothetically explains the existence of this road connection with the military goal of Quintus Veranius to besiege Sidyma, where rebel forces might have taken shelter. 125 But some of these explanations should be re-examined and I strongly recommend the following points for consideration in further research:
1) The restoration of Kalabatia is not secure. The editor princeps accepts the restoration of ε[ἰς Καλαβατί]αν mainly based on the information given in SMM 250-251 (Ἀπὸ Ἱερᾶς ἄκρας εἰς Καλαβαντίαν στάδιοι λʹ. Ἀπὸ Καλαβαντίων εἰς Περδικίας στάδιοι νʹ), and on the size of the lacuna on the inscription. 126 The line 11 of face B (R 3) of the SP is inscribed almost a half-size smaller than the above and below lines, so R 3 has a lacuna for more letters, which actually seems to fit with the restoration of ε[ἰς Καλαβατί]αν, but still it actually does not exclude the proposal of ἐ[πὶ θάλασσ]αν or ἐ[πὶ τὴν θάλασσ]αν 127 , something that had already occurred in R 48 of the SP (see above pp. 96).
2) If the restoration of Kalabatia is correct, the status of Kalabatia should be better clarified. Kalabatia might have been an independent settlement (though perhaps not a polis) by the reign of Claudius. The use of the ethnicon in inscriptions might be considered evidence for the independence of Kalabatia for earlier periods. Persons are attested as [Κα] λαβατιανοί in an inscription from Sidyma.
128 This inscription's oracle section, where the "Kalabatians" are mentioned, is dated to the mid-1 st century A.D. at the latest. 129 The other is a recently published funerary stone, which records a certain Καλαβαττιανός named as Hoplon, from Sidyma. 130 Takmerprobably based on the forms of the letters -dates the inscription to the second half of the 2 nd century A.D. But the inscription clearly shows earlier features in terms of letter types which resemble those of the SP (for instance the curve of the cross lines of the sigmas). With a similar approach, Schuler considered Kodopa a polis, based on the use of its ethnicon in a funerary inscription at Arykanda (see above fns. 99-100).
3) The localisation of Kalabatia at Sancaklı Limanı 131 is not certain, since there is no evidence relating to Kalabatia from the settlement in Sancaklı. What we can surely say is that the ancient 125 For the reasons stated in support of the construction of this connection, see Şahin 2009; Şahin 2014, 140-141. 126 Şahin -Adak 2007, 128; Şahin 2009, 102-103; Şahin 2014, 139. 127 Cf. Şahin 2009, 103. 128 TAM II 174 l. E1; Merkelbach 2000; Merkelbach -Stauber 2002, 31 no. 17/08/01 l. 97. 129 The inscription incorporating this oracle is dated to the second half of 2 nd century, see Merkelbach 2000 125; Merkelbach -Stauber 2002, 33; Takmer 2010, 113 with fn. 159; Reitzenstein 2011, 76 with fn. 8. 130 Takmer 2010, 120 no. 3. 131 Şahin -Adak 2007, 128-129; Şahin 2009, 103; Takmer 2010, 113; Şahin 2014, 139-140. port at Sancaklı belonged to Sidyma in the 2 nd and 3 rd centuries A.D. as the tomb violation fines were to be paid to Sidyma. 132 4) The distance given for R 3 (Sidyma -[Kalabati]a) in the SP is 24 stadia, namely 4,5 km. This length cannot fit with the actual distance between Sidyma and Sancaklı Limanı, which is around 7-8 km, a point also stressed by Şahin.
133
IV. Conclusion
The relations between roads, settlements and territories are especially important for the on-going field researches on the Roman roads in Lycia. On field surveys, I believe, we must now be even more careful searching the roads between settlements, since the distances in the SP should indicate the measurements between the town zones. There are still many issues to be solved through these field surveys, such as the matter of Sidyma and Kalabatia, Antiphellos and Phellos, Boubon and Trimilinda, Termessians at Oinoanda and Tlos (and the issue of Mount Masa between these two), Termessos and Lycia. It is important to understand the geographical and territorial relations between settlements and other administrative units (other provinces or powers) through the SP in the Claudian period, when Lycia was organised as a Roman province, since most of the roads are between adjacent settlements and the SP informs us if the territory of another settlement lay on the way. This also indicates the independent nature of the settlements recorded in the SP. 132 TAM II 249-253. 133 Şahin 2014, 137.
